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Student:Ratinés and Image for an Ideal Professor

~ Frances S. 0'Tuel N
University of South Carolina

The 1nf1uence of e‘pectat1ons on student rat1ngs of their professors

was introduced in a prev1ous paper (0'Tuel,

:_m-__1nstrument_to measure. this. expeccancy and the rat1ngs by students of how
they prece1ve the1r professors was descr1bed |est-retest and KR—ZO
re11ab111ty coeff1c1ents as well as logical and emp1r1ca1 va11dat1on of
the 1nstrument was reported |

ﬁiéttiﬁl_ Following the pilot studies reported ear11er, 1arge'scaie study

nas'undevtaken,- The results of this study are the_substance of thfs,, p

paper. :_- . | |
Trefr1nger and Fe1dhusen (1970) found that genera]*zed precourse
rat1nqs of other courses at 3N 1nst1tut1on pred1ct student eva]uat1ons

. of an 1nstructor at the, end of h1s/her course. The Dr. Fox effect reported

by Ware and N1111ams (1975) 1nd1cated that students were eva]uat1ng the |

professors enthus1asm rather than other character1st1cs of 1nstruc ion.

" Winne (1977) exp1a1ned .ncons1stenc1es in- the f1nd1ngs ot nom1na11y
s1m11ar treatments as apt1tude treatmentl1nteract1ons He stated "for
T examp]e, students preference for ore or another kind of teach1ng may 1nf1uencec
Tearning and att1tudes d1fferent1y Nhen the teach1ng they rece1ve corre-

A1ssue,1n th1s study.

The deveTopmient of ‘an Lt



Questions asked were: - L

1. What 1tems and categories are most important to students? )

2. What is the correlation between student expectancy ‘and the
ratings of a professor? N ‘ -

3. Are there d1fferences in these re]attonsh1ps across 1eve1s,
undergxaduate and graduate and across su51ect areas? o

4. what is the—corre]atlon between the expectancy~rea11ty re1a~

t1on and oenera] course satxsfact1on7

Method

’

' Samg]e I s ' 7 .

The samp]e was composed,of 2784 co]]ege students, graduates and under- t‘

A

graduates A]] students in a Co]lege of Educat1on at-a state un1vers1ty

‘were asked to part1c1pate

Instrument'

: The-Student Expectancy Eva]uation (SEE),'a Q-Sort, Qas'used'forhthe"

" pre and, post measures.. It conta1ns 16 items (see Appendix A), 4 1tems

. - |
in each subscale. The subsca]es are subject expert1sew pedagog1ca1 exper-

tise, stimu1ation? and empathy. Te’t—retest reliabi]ity was .73 and .81 on

prpvious'bilot samp]es, Logica] va]idation Eyfexperts and empirical'va1idaf'

.t1on by fector analysis were used to estab11sh va11d1ty

_Procedures

Students were adm1n1stered the pretest (and posttest) by an outside

examiner who came 1nto each class during one of the first two class meetings

of “the semester Adm1n1strat1on followed standard1zed procedures. Students

<

were 1nstructed to stack ‘the 16 statements about teachers 1n the order from
most to 1east 1mportance for an 1dea1 teacher of thé part1cu1ar course in

wh1ch they were enrn11ed These were recorded 0n next to the last class

v of the semester the e\an1ner returned to the c}assrooms and 1nstrwcted

N




_ students tonstack the cards in order according to how they pérceived‘their"
professor to. have been. Various nominal data such.as sex, age, course .

1requ1red or e]ected, student parttime or fulltime and student graduate S
‘or undprgraduate were collected on the precest On the posttest these

spaces were used to assess student satisfaction with the course. _Five

1tems four of which could be answered from 1 to 4 being the positive

eva]uat1ve end of theasat1sfact1on and 1 w1th alor?2 resporse were

1nserted - : o ..,.4,Twwmwse,vv
Fo110w1ng the co11ectlon of data ana1yses were run. by the Conputer‘
_Center Un1ver51ty of South Car011na us1ng Stat1st1ca1 Ana]ys1s System
(SAS), St at1sc1ca1 Packages for the Social Sc1ences (SPSS) and FORTRAN programs.
.:The corre]at1ons between the pre (1dea1) and post (rea11ty) Nere converted o
to F1scher Z's. A Spearman Rho was computed on the Z's and the scores
" on the sat1sfacc10n items to est1mate the re1at1onsh1p between students

~ perceived matcn on pre and post and the1r sat1sfact1on with course.

-

Results
On the pratest 1tem w1th ‘the Towest (most 1moortant) rank (3 69)
was "has compet ency zn “and knowledqe about tne subJect " "Commun1cates ’
ideas c]ear]y“ was second followed By "presents a we]] oroan1zed course"
and "is enthusa:st1c about the suBJect and about teach1nc For the mean i

7'-rank of each item as students stacked them to correspond w1th what they felt -

1-was most to 1east important for-an ideal teacher in that crorse see Tab]e 1.

. 1he mean rank for the four subsca1es (categor1es) p]aced stimulation” first

fo]]owed by pedagog1ca1 exoert1se then subJect expert1se and 1ast empathy



o

On the posttest Which was the ranks students assigned to How they

perceived the proressor to have been during the semester, ca]]ed reaiitx,

the most representative characteristic of their professors was "has compe-

tence in and knowledge about subJect " "Is enthu51ast1c about subJect

t

‘and_about ‘teaching" was second. "Presents a we]] organized course" was

third; "relates knowledge of subJect matter to so]utions of practical

prob]ems" ranked fourth roT]owed cioseiy by "communicates 1deas c1ear1y

(See Tab]n 1) 0f the subsca]es the most representative was subJect
'expertise then pedagogica1 expertise, st1mu1ation and empathy fo]]owed
in that order. _
The corre]ationS'between pre'(ideal) and'post (reaiity) were conVerted
to Fisher‘s I's., | ‘Scores .on the 5 course satisfaction 1tems were then
. correiated uith the Z's. Speanian Rho's for these are reported by subJect
~areas (see Table 2). A]]‘are 51gn1f1cant"at“the .0001 Tevel- ~They range e
from .30 to ;50. A1thoughwthereﬂwasldifferences“across classes -in the pre-
.9posthcorre1ations, there~Were norsignificant differences between, Tevels or

~ between-areas.

Place Tafle 2 About Here .. .

o o o o 0 e o, o Tt o

Discussion
. The item which students'ranked'as.most important_for’an ideal professor -
for theicourse was a1so-what.they perceived they receiVed,,"knOw]edge and
competence in the subjectt" ‘"Enthusiasm" was.consistent.in the pre and post
as was "weii oroaniied course. " "Comﬁunicates ideas clearly" was_not‘qUitev.

" as representative of reality as ideal but an additional characteristic the
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the studants pnrce{ved they receiVed in the courses was‘“re1ating‘know1edge “'
to solutions of pract1a1 prob]ems. |
Pedagog1ca1 axpertise had been ranked first on the 1dea1 and was second
" on the-perce1ved. Suhqect_expert1se was ranked first in perceived but was
third on the subscales for ideal. Stimulation dropped from second on ideal to
\ third on perce1ved and empathy ran fourth for both ideal and perce1ved
Spady (1974) proposed that the most 1nportant component of a teacher s
‘r=oertorv of a4111t1es was the capacity +o ‘establish a sense of - rapport w1th
students b/ car1ng aboutthem as 1nd1V1dua1s " His pos1t1on-was that the critical
var1ab1e ﬂas empathy and. concern becau"e as students. mature (1evel of deve]op—
m:nt expectat1on)_teachers char1sma and areas of expert1se wou]d erode 1n
va]ue;' The evidence from this study of college students is contrary to
JSpady S wr1t1nos Empathy was_a poor‘fourth in the categories and none of
- the ltems from that subsca]e were in ths fop 5 ranks ’
It‘wou1d,appear thatvstudents want to get the money{s worth which
© they jnterpret as expert knowledge in a well organized course which is
presented as interesting]j as possible, not whether‘the‘teacher,takes.a
_personal 1nterest in them as an 1nd1V1dua1 o o <_‘- ' P
h Furt ner*orn, the reSU]La 1nd1cate 1hat students who think they get what
they thOUﬂnt tney wanted are sat1sf1ea . With the course. Where does that - ,
Teave: sfudent rat1ngs of professors7 SoreWh're‘hetneen'pergatory and 1imbo?.
. Students rat1ngs of professors appear to be 11tt1e more than the1r scaling
of the preﬁessor aga1nst their expectations. If they th1nk they received -
what they wanc:d, the professor gets-a‘h1gn ratino. If -1t was not:what‘
they expected; the'professor_géts,a 1ow rating;r-Un1ess we can controT'or
| at']east’assess students"expectatfqns, we‘had;betterdbe extremely cautious
?,about any decﬁsions;hasediOn;student evaluations.

X




. o Table 1

Hean Rank of 16 Items ‘and Category on Pre (IdéaT) and Post (Rea11ty) for :
o . Tota] Sample
Ttem : Pre 2784 _Post 179%.
1, fommmmcmeem . 478 | 782 .
' (3.18) . (4.34) T
2, imamammm ——  9.02 - | '8.82
_ e (4,02) o (4.48)
i T A c9.07
- a8y (4.57)
T — | 5.78 - .. 7.53
s (4.18) . (5.20)
5. cmmmmmmmmemt - 11.47 o+ 8.64
o (3.81) " (4.18)
6mmmmmmm e mmnm 3.69 3,72
(3.57) (3.69)
y P § U5 TR 8.87
- o (e2)) 7 (4.69) -
8. —ecmmsmmmm 7.78 e XY
. (4.153) - (4.19)
B 9. e - 7.80 8.5 -
S (3%9) 7 (389
104 mmmmmmmee=i - 11.43 0 10.01
| - (459) . (4.69)
1. mmmmmmeeeee - 1079 9.21 °
T (3le0) (4.29)
12, cmeimmemem= 1021 - T )
L (4.38) © . (4.60)
13, —mliceemean - 867 -~ . 987~ .
: . o (3.92) (3.83) - i
R 1 S — 9.25 10015
o (3.86) . (3.90)
- F—— R 5.93 . 6.03 . ]
- (a0) (4.31)
16, Sommmiemees 9309 -t 10.53
- . S (3.77) - (3.59)
- Pedagogical . o . \-\ Lo _
Expertise -~ . 7.33 .0 . ©o.. o 8.31
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Table

1 (Continued)
Iten Pre 2781 Post 1791
Subject
Expertise 8.53 7.17
. (2.34) (2.48)
. cmpnathy o 9.91 9.37
(2.77) (2.95)
Stimulation 8.24 - 9.15
. (2.33) (2.256)
9 -



. \
Table 2 o

. Spearman Rho Correlation Coefficients -
between Pre-Post Correlation (Converted) and the Score on .
: Course Satisfaction by Area '

o Foundations C areer Development Curriculum &

Correlation _ Instruction.
between Pre- o : o : o
Post (converted) .o N=724 . N = 383 N =120 -~ .

and Satisfaction ‘ L300 : 358 . .500

'note:1 a=p < .001

N . »

[
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. | “ - Appendix A

Evaluation Iteme

1. Communicates-Ideas Clearly~ -~ . o

C]asses are Organ1zed to Allow for Mean1ngfu1 Interact1onsm,__ ) t R

~

2
"3, Evaluates Con51stent1y and in an Unbiased Manner
i

Presents a Well Organized Course : —

[~

wn

. Answers Impromptu Questions-Asked.

6. - Has.CQmpetence in, and Knowledge About, Subjecty

Identifies Basic "Truths“ of Subject Area

Relates Know]edge of SubJect Hatter to So]ut1on of Pract1ca1 ProbTems
‘Is Interested in Whether Each Student Understands the Mater1a1

1s Someone with Whom a Student Can’ Ident1fy and Relate

Apprec1ates Each ‘Student’s . Erforts .j

Is Sensitive to ‘the Personal Needs or Each Student ?

13. St1mu7ates Students Inte]]ectua]]y i‘ : A "




